Bulletin of Zoological Nomenclature 


227 


PROPOSED ADDITION TO THE OFFICAL LIST OF GENERIC NAMES 
IN ZOOLOGY OF THE GENERIC NAME BEY RICH IA M‘COY, 1846 
(CLASS CRUSTACEA, ORDER OSTRACODA). Z.N.(S.)1117 

By P. C. Sylvester-Bradley (University of Leicester, England) and 
Stuart A. Levinson (Humble Oil and Refining Co., Houston, Texas, U.S.A.) 

The purpose of the present application is to add to the appropriate Official 
Lists the name of the ostracod genus Beyrichia and that of its type-species, 
B. kloedeni , and thus, by specifying type-species and type-specimen, remove 
ambiguity which at present exists with regard to the identity of the type- 
species. Beyrichia is the type-genus of the best known and oldest established 
family and superfamily of Palaeozoic ostracods, and is in a forthcoming volume 
of the Treatise of Invertebrate Paleontology to be designated type-genus of the 
suborder Paleocopa. 

2. The genus Beyrichia was established by M‘Coy (1846, Syn. Sil. Fossils 
Ireland : 57) for a single species which he named B. klodeni. At the time he 
introduced this specific name, M‘Coy clearly regarded it as synonymous with 
the previously named Battus tuberculatus Kloden, 1834 (Verstein. Mark 
Brandenburg : 112), for he specifically listed Kloden’s name as synonym, and 
stated (op. cit. : 58) “ The species I propose naming after its original discoverer.” 

3. Boll (1847, Palaeontographica 1 : 127) introduced the name Beyrichia, 
perhaps as a new name, perhaps after M‘Coy, with the single mentioned species 
B. tuberculata Kloden. There is doubt as to whether the generic name was 
intended as a new name or not, but from the following quotation, the former 
seems probable : “ Den falschlich so genannten, und schon so verschieden 
gedeuten Battus tuberculatus Kloden schliesse ich mit Beyrich von den Trilobiten 
aus . . . Ich schlage fur dieselbe, da Beyrich diesem Korper zuerst seine 
richtige Stellung im System eingewiesen hat, den namen Beyrichia vor ...” 
It is clear that M‘Coy and Boll had the same taxonomic concept in mind, but 
the fact remains that Beyrichia M‘Coy, 1846 and Beyrichia Boll, 1847 are genera 
based on different nominal species (see paragraph 12 below), and that the latter 
is to be regarded as a junior homonym of the former. 

4. M‘Coy, 1851 (Syst. Descr. brit. Palaeozoic Fossils in Sedgwick, 1851-55, 
Syn. Class, brit. Palaeozoic Rocks : 135) later revised his opinion as to the 
identity of Beyrichia kloedeni and Battus tuberculatus, and in the synonymy of 
the former included the definite statement “ not B. tuberculatus of Kloden ”. 

5. Ulrich, 1894 (Minnesota Geol. nat. Hist. Surv. Rept. 3, chap. 7 (advance 
ed.) : 63z) introduced beyrichiidae as a family name. 

6. Ulrich & Bassler, 1908 (Proc. U.S. nat. Mus. 35 : 283) stated : “As 
M‘Coy ranks ‘ Battus tuberculatus ’ of Kloeden as a synonym of his Beyrichia 
kloedeni, and as the two forms are distinguishable species, it is difficult to 
decide which of the two should rank as the genotype. However, as they are 
unquestionably congeneric, the point is of little consequence.” 

7. Ulrich & Bassler, 1923 (Maryland geol. Surv., Amer. Silurian Form.: 311) 
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made the definite statement under the genus Beyrichia : “ Genotype.— 
Beyrichia kloedeni M‘Coy ”. 

8. Straw, 1928 (Mem. Proc. Manchester lit. phil. Soc. 72 : 197) quoted 
B. kloedeni as “ genotype ” of Beyrichia and (: 198-203) redeseribed the type- 
specimens of the species. 

9. Swartz, 1936 (J. Paleont. 10 : 548) quoted B. kloedeni as “ genotype ” 
of Beyrichia , but on a later page (: 586), after referring to M‘Coy’s remark 
“ This species I propose naming after its original discoverer, Beyrichia kloedeni ” 
(para. 2 above), stated : “ It seems clear, especially from the latter remark, 
that Beyrichia tuberculatus [sic] (Kloeden) not only can, but must be regarded 
a3 the genotype of Beyrichia ”. 

10. Henningsmoen, 1954 (Norsk geol. Tidsskr. 34 : 21, 22) disagreed with 
Swartz, and stated : “ It appears therefore that B. kloedeni may still be regarded 
as the type-species ”. He divided the genus Beyrichia into a number of sub¬ 
genera, and placed B. tuberculata (Kloeden) in his new subgenus Nodibeyrichia 
(type-species, by original designation, Beyrichia bronni Reuter, 1885) (op. cit. : 
26). 

11. Kesling & Wagner, 1956 (Contr. Mus. Paleont. TJniv . Michigan 13 : 39- 
42) set out the history of the nomenclature of Beyrichia and its type-species 
in some detail, and came to the following conclusions : 

(1) “In as much as Kloden’s name Battus tuberculatus was established in 

1834, M‘Coy’s name for the same species, Beyrichia klodeni , was a 
junior synonym and stillborn at the time of publication. If our 
interpretation is correct, M’Coy invalidated for all time the trivial 
name klodeni for any species of Beyrichia ” (op cit. : 42). 

(2) “ Henningsmoen . . . placed Beyrichia tuberculata (Kloden) in the 

subgenus Nodibeyrichia. If B. tuberculata is, as we maintain, the 
type-species of the genus Beyrichia , it should also be the type-species 
of the subgenus Beyrichia. As the subgenera of Beyrichia are defined 
by Henningsmoen, B. tuberculata has the characteristics of Nodi - 
beyrichia and not those of the subgenus Beyrichia. .We believe, 
therefore, that Henningsmoen’s subgenus Nodibeyrichia should 
rightly be called the subgenus Beyrichia , and that Henningsmoen’s 
subgenus Beyrichia should be renamed ” (op. cit. : 43). 

12. We cannot agree with Kesling & Wagner. In our view : 

(1) Beyrichia kloedeni , when introduced, was a junior subjective synonym 

of Battus tuberculatus ; as such it was, and is, an available name ; 
junior subjective synonyms have never been regarded as “ stillborn ” ; 

(2) M‘Coy (1851, loc. cit.) and later authors ceased to regard the two species 

as synonymous, and from that time forth Beyrichia khedeni became 
not only an available name, but the valid name of the species described 
by M‘Coy from Ireland ; 

(3) The genus Beyrichia is to be regarded as monotypic, with Beyrichia 

kloedeni M‘Coy as the type-species, in terms of Declaration 26 (Ops. 
Decls. lnt. Comm, zool . Nomencl. 13 : xxxvii-1, 1956), of which 
paragraph (2) states, among other things : “ Where an author, when 
publishing a new generic name, cites by name only one species as 
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belonging to the genus so named, the nominal species so cited is to be 
accepted as the type-species of the genus in question, irrespective of 
whether the author concerned . . . cited in the synonymy of that 
species the name of another, or the names of other, nominal species.” 

13. The circumstances outlined in the preceding paragraphs show that 
disagreement as to the application of the Rules to the present case has always 
existed. We feel, especially in view of the fact that the two species in question 
are now referred by some to different subgenera, that it has become essential 
to seek an authoritative ruling from the Commission as to the correct inter¬ 
pretation, which we believe to be that given in paragraph 12(3) above. 

14. So far as we are aware, there has as yet been no valid designation of 
lectotypes for either Battus tuberculatus or Beyrichia kloedeni. We believe 
that it is desirable in the present case to render the identity of these species 
objective, and accordingly make formal designations as under : 

(1) We designate as lectotype of Battus tuberculatus Kloden, 1834, the 

specimen which formed the original of pi. 1, fig. 21 of Kloden (1834, 
op. cit.). 

(2) We designate as lectotype of Beyrichia kloedeni M'Coy, 1846, the 

specimen figured by Straw (op. cit., pi. 1, fig. 1) from Boocaun, Co. 
Galway, Eire, in the Griffiths Collection, National Museum of Eire, 
Dublin. It seems to us that the evidence quoted by Straw (op. cit. : 
198) is sufficient to warrant classing this specimen as a syntype, 
and not merely as a topotype. Straw states: “ M'Coy’s type- 
specimens were obtained from the sandstones of Boocaun . . . and 
formed part of the collection of the late Sir Richard Griffiths. Through 
the kindness of A. W. Stelfox, Esq., of the Dublin Museum, I have 
been able to borrow from that Institution, a number of specimens of 
B. kloedeni belonging to the Griffiths collection and from the type- 
locality of Boocaun ... It has not been possible to identify with 
certainty M'Coy’s types from these specimens, which must, therefore, 
be regarded as topotypes.” Although the specimen figured by Straw 
may not have been the same as the one figured by M'Coy, it seems 
almost certain that it will have been examined by M'Coy together 
with the other specimens in the Griffiths Collection, and can therefore 
rank as a syntype, and as such is available for selection as lectotype. 

15. We therefore formally ask the International Commission on Zoological 
Nomenclature: 

(1) to place the generic name Beyrichia M'Coy, 1846 (gender : feminine), 

type-species, by monotypy, Beyrichia kloedeni M'Coy, 1846 (as 
interpreted by the lectotype selected in paragraph 14(2) above) on 
the Official List of Generic Names in Zoology ; 

(2) to place the following specific names on the Official List of Specific 

Names in Zoology : 

(a) kloedeni M'Coy, 1846, as published in the binomen Beyrichia 

kloedeni , and as interpreted by the lectotype selected in para¬ 
graph 14(2) above (type-species of Beyrichia M'Coy, 1846) ? 

(b) tuberculatus Kloden, 1834, as published in the binomen BaXtus 
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tuberculatus , and as interpreted by the lectotype selected in 
paragraph 14(1) above; 

(3) to place the family-name beyrichiidae Ulrich, 1894 (type-genus 

Beyrichia M‘Coy, 1846) on the Official List of Family-Group Names in 
Zoology. 

(4) to place the generic name Beyrichia Boll, 1847 (a junior homonym of 

Beyrichia M‘Coy, 1846) on the Official Index of Rejected and Invalid 
Generic Names in Zoology. 


COMMENT ON THE USE OF THE PLENARY POWERS TO SUPPRESS THE SPECIFIC 
NAME SACCHARIVORA PETERKIN, 1790 (PHALAENA). Z.N.(S.) 1315 
(See this volume, pages 56-60.) 

By J. H. Kuclilein { Laborciiorium voor Toegepaste Enlomolcgie der Universiteit van Amsterdam) 

I am very much in favour of the suspension of the Rules to allow the use of the specific 
name sacckaralis Fabricius, 1794, as proposed by Mr. Box. The name saccharivora Pctcrkin, 
1790 has never been used after its first appearance in a “ rare and obscure ” work. 

There exists a considerable literature on this insect, especially in the field of applied 
entomology, and a change of the name would needlessly lead to confusion. 

By L. C. Scaramuzza ( Compania Azucarera Atlantica del Golfo , Central 
Mercedes , Matanzas , Cuba) 

I am a practical economic entomologist, especialized in the biological control of Diatraea 
sacckaralis F., with more than thirty years of active practice and over 45 papers using the 
above-mentioned name, and consequently I do not consider it advisable to alter the name to 
D. saccharivora (Peterkin) (based on Phalaena saccharivora Peterkin, 1790), even though the 
Law of Priority requires this change. 

Therefore, I fully support Mr. Harold E. Box’s request to the International Commission 
for the permanent conservation of the name Diatraea sacckaralis F. 


